Please note that comments in this document which are proceeded by **** denote the ‘agreed to’ items or items which need further discussion by the subcommittee.
From: Paul Sorenson

Sent: Monday, October 06, 2008 11:14 AM

To: Gilbert, Greg W.

Subject: RE: NITS Application concept - conference call suggestion

Greg, conceptually in line with some nuances about what’s where.  I’m thinking more along lines of defining the kinds of data exchanges to support in protocol (the way S&CP was approached) rather than doing a full data model then figuring how to exchange that (the way e-tag was approached).  So, quick run at what I was thinking – can change the names all we want, but conceptually thinking of what action is conveyed with each exchange type.  Also, want to emphasize that we have a “transaction” level that can contain one or more of each of the below “requests”.  And, as each request is acted on/approved it ends up being reflected in some queriable structure like your spreadsheet that shows the result of ads/modifies/deletes, etc.  Also, reach request and transaction has some sort of “state” hopefully not necessarily all the OASIS states today – minimally like queued (on submit), accepted/denied (by TP), withdrawn/approved(confirmed) (by TC)

The “requests”
New Application – request for new service from customer – things like customer info, customer attestation, designated agent with start/stop term, term of service start/stop

Revise Application – mod any application related data that may be modified – contact info, agent info, maybe request to “renew/extend”, etc.  
Do not want to revise term of service (?)
Customer is defined as the entity who signs the service agreement.
Include ability to designate: 
1) the financially responsible party
2) scheduling agent, 
3) reservation agent, 
4) on-going rights-holder. 
· They may be roles bound to an agency relationship, subject to approval of the TP where applicable.
New Resource – request definition of new network resource with one or more possible operating characteristics, etc. – like name of gen, location, Pmax, var stuff (all the base operating junk that may need for NOA/operations).  This is different than a designation – could define a bunch of gens that haven’t been designated yet.  We even discussed at meeting if definition of resources could cross NITS agreements – like this is base ops data that anyone could refer to that might designate the generation as a resource.
This is not necessarily part of a NITS service application, but could be a generator available for all NITS customers.
See Motion #10
Revise Resource – mod to resource characteristics

Eliminate Resource – effectively delete resource, mothball unit. All resource designations referencing the resource must be undesignated prior to the elimination of the resource or elimination of resource automatically forces undesignation of any DNRs that refer to the resource - no. Establish BP that TP will notify customers of elimination. If customer fails to undesignate TP may do so at some point in time? Or, BP to require entity eliminating a resource to notify customer to undesignated?
The generator owner submits elimination request X days prior to effective date of the elimination of the resource.
Automatic notification sent to all NITS customers that have this resource designated.

NITS customers will have X days to undesignate.
In X days, the resource will automatically be eliminated and all designations terminated.
Value of X days to be fairly large, minimum of 60 days. (Barry)
Issue of automation.  Manual intervention may be needed.
Issue of who can register the resource because the resource may not be an OASIS user.  
Issue - Who is legitimate to register the resource?
Does NAESB need to write a business practice regarding removal/elimination of a resource that has associated DNRs? Ability for a generator to retrack their information. Is the DNR specifically tied to this resource? Is it required to be? Want to safeguard not eliminating a resource bound by the DNR. Recommend that NAESB does have a business practice regarding this issue (Paul’s comment). Suggestion to include the following in the business practice standard: 
The generator owner submits elimination request X days prior to effective date of the elimination of the resource.

Notification sent to all NITS customers that have this resource designated.

NITS customers will have X days to undesignate.

In X days, the resource will automatically be eliminated and all designations terminated.

Concern regarding whose responsibility it is to notify about elimination of a generator.  Is it the TP’s responsibility to determine how to do it and/or actually perform notification? Use of dynamic notification for any resource change, not just resource elimination. (Barbara Rehman) Concern that if the customer is not a subscriber, there is a risk they will not receive notification via the subscriber notification system.  Suggestion that TP provide the mechanism for the customer to be notified. Concern that the TP may not know all interested customers. If talking about units on short term outages, forced/planned, customers are notified via the contract that that resource is not available.  If the customer is not notified and gets surprised with replacement power costs/bill sent by TPs.  If there is a generator which is being eliminated from service and the customer is not notified and unexpectedly receives a higher bill than had not been expected may be a scenario which is not included in the contract.  Issue of lack of information flow.  TP to assure the NITS customers who have designated that resource are notified of the elimination.  
JT Wood does not agree that the TP is responsible for an elimination notification situation.  Christina Bigelow also concurs with JT Wood’s position on TP responsibility in notification.  Christina Bigelow believes that not requiring the TP to provide notification will allow for full use/dynamics of the dynamic notification process and may put TP at risk for inadequate interpretation by a customer of an elimination notification which causes the TP potential legal issues.
Paul Sorenson – Question to group on whether they want generic information scheme and when you are modifying information with data that is masked. Notification on elimination versus notification of a modification.
Marcie Otondo – Problematic that someone else can change the data.  Not binding the DNR. There is no distinction in the request for short-term DNR per the OATT.  How can we make the form easier to fill out?  
Does NAESB write a rule that the TP must notify a customer about a resource elimination?  (Marcie Otondo)
Barry Green – Obligation on the TP to assure communication regarding elimination notification to a customer is potentially eliminating messy lawsuit with the customer and the resource. Communicated scenario where he is eliminating a resource, does he have to go to the TP to notify? 
Marcie Otondo – Believes Barry Green is making leaps with his position.  Suggestion to have a pre-populated data form to eliminate this issue and do not link the DNRs.  Concerned that discussion is moving toward requiring the TP to perform the notification process for a resource elimination.
Ed Skiba – From practical experience, WEQ-011 has a requirement for critical notices and everything gets sent out.
Narinder Saini – Believes the responsibility is with the party that is modifying the data to notify the customer, not the TP.
Christina Bigelow – Need to look at the initial proposal again.  Helpful to look at it to determine if it is helpful or a requirement.  Suggested we do not need the elimination resource.

Alan Pritchard – Tying DNR to resource does not make sense to Alan. Could be putting jeopardy on generator if they do not notify the resource.  Alan supports Christina Bigelow’s position that we do not need the elimination resource.
Barry Green – Responding to Narinder Saini’s comments – the scenario where the customer and the resource are not talking well, and the TP is in the middle of it.  Requiring the TP to notify actually gets them out of the middle. Agrees the info. Should be from the generator to the customer regarding resource notification.  Barry said that the TP will be included in the lawsuit regardless of which ever parties have the responsibility for notification.
Barry Green – If we remove the ‘six lines’, we will end up with a bunch of NITS contracts that are still in the system.  Where do we end up?

Barry Green – If Motion #12 passes, Barry believes that we will then not have a clue of what is on our systems.
**** Final answer see Motion #15.
New Load – per gen above, define all the stuff about load – interruptible/non-interruptible, etc.; TP would assign it a unique sink name if required to be forecasted separately for tracking internal transmission constraints to load pockets
New load is defined as initial application and addition of loads.

Need flexibility in NAESB to have the different scenarios.
**** This item still not agreed to – further discussion required on the following:  Separate 10 year forecast from any operational forecast and include the 10 year load forecast information in new load/revised load.  And we do not agree to have a separate transaction for forecast load.
Revise Load – mod to load characteristics

Eliminate Load – remove load from agreement (if in part, would that just be a “revise” load?)

Forecast Load – provided by TP assigned sink name (one or more), some think 10-year forecast separate from next week operations forecast; in my mind any data supplied overwrites existing so separate “new” and “revise” not needed?
Paul Sorenson - Do we want to have the customer provide a rollup of both load forecasts into one sink or provide the forecast loads individually to the TP?

Guy Ritchley – TP has the right to determine the load forecast as they see fit.  NAESB should allow the TP and customer to determine the granularity to be provided in receipt of the forecasts.
Narinder Saini – TP should have option to require aggragate load or granularity based on needs.
Paul Sorenson – Is it better to not separate forecasted load from new or revised load?  
Marcie Otondo – Issue in her world regarding an addition of a new load after the start of the 10 year planning process.  Will they have to ‘restart’ their planning process, runs because of this new load?

Paul Sorenson – ‘Forecast load’ should be part of new load/revised load is a representation of the OATT requirement for a 10 year forecast.  Information is kept separate from operational load forecasting requirements, which will be implemented at a TP’s discretion.  You may or may not require updates of operational load forecasts.  Do we want to provide on OASIS a mechanism for input and update of operational forecast?  
JT Wood – He does care about needing the operational forecast mechanism Paul S. asked about in above comment.  His system would not use this mechanism.

Guy Ritchley – Does not believe operational information belongs in OASIS, referencing Paul S’s comment above.

Narinder Saini – In favor of the mechanism included in Paul S’s comment above.  Believes we are moving away from the initial application for service. 
Guy Ritchley – MISO is opposed to inputting operational information.  Opening up a can of worms.  Believes it is outside of Order 890.

Marcie Otondo – In response to Guy R. - Would like a standard written. Inherent part of ATC calculation and part of Order 890 as this order is open to interpretation and is flexible.

Barbara Rehman – Concern with what is required to be posted versus which items are optional for posting.  
****This item still not agreed to – further discussion required on the following:  Separate 10 year forecast from any operational forecast and include the 10 year load forecast information in new load/revised load.  And we do not agree to have a separate transaction for forecast load.

Designate Resource – request to designate named resource with start/stop, MW, type (on/off-system), POR (if off-system), generating CA or point at which title is taken etc.  Should refer to a defined resource, but not required for some type of resources like power sales agreements off a fleet of gens or from external CA.

Undesignate (Revise?) Resource – reduce/remove capacity from existing DNR over time.  If we use “revise” can you add MWs to resource as well as take away from resource?  If temporary undesignation, needs to include “re”-attestation that DNR still valid at end of undesignation. “Indefinite” undesignation could be just special “undesignate resource” to end of term of designation.
JT Wood – Ok with “re”-attestation staying in, but does not want this to be a requirement.  Believes initial attestation is sufficient.
Marcie Otondo – In OATT, terminology is “temporary termination” and “permanent termination.”
JT Wood – Prefers use of undesignation, not terminate. 
Kevin Gresh – Use of the term delist, not terminate or undesignated.
Christina Bigelow – Be consistent regardless of choice.  Presently used ‘delist.’
Guy Ritchley – Use of undesignated for temporary and permanent

Barbara Rehman – Need to make sure terminology is defined in the Data Dictionary and/or Glossary.

Christina Bigelow – asked Paul Sorenson about a timestamp.  Paul Sorenson confirmed there will be a timestamp.
**** Agreed to use the following terminology: - designate 
**** Agree to use the following terminology: - use of undesignate with use of temporary and permanent.

**** Request to use a nondesignated resource was omitted, but needs to be included.  
New PTP – support for submitting ptp request using NITS protocol for “simultaneous undesignated and request for PTP”
**** Agree - New PTP requests in a batch would have to be specifically limited to “original PTP requests.”  
**** Agree – Call it a simultaneous undesignate

and “designate” instead of “redesignate.”

Marcie Otondo – Need to address inclusion of non-designated resources to service network load. Have the ability to batch PTP. 
Revise PTP – allow for “transcust” like updates to PTP submitted via NITS protocol?
**** Agree - Once PTP is confirmed, clarify that the reservation has all rights and is handled like any other PTP reservation. 
**** Agree - Have not discussed handling of PTP requests as part of a NITS batch (eg. time table) prior to confirmation.
Some “transactions”

Minimal NITS application – Transaction containing just “New Application” request

Full NITS app – Transaction containing “New Application”, “New Resource” (0? or more), “New Load” (one or more), Forecast Load (10 year load forecast stuff) (one or more), Designate Resource (one or more)

Simultaneous ptp – Transaction containing a “Undesignate Resource” (one or more), and “New PTP” (one or more); evaluate ptp request with simultaneous undesignation like a ptp redirect

“Simultaneous undesignation (e.g. resource “A”) and designation of a different resource (e.g. resource “B”) - Transaction containing “Undesignate Resource” (one or more) and “Designate Resource” (one or more); evaluate designation with simultaneous undesignation like a ptp redirect

I would like to cast all this stuff as a set of web services with XML rather than templates.  Might be possible with some csv form, but certainly not easily with the current “fixed in order and number” requirement and no mechanism to have different headers apply to different sections of a message.
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

From: Gilbert, Greg W. [mailto:GGilbert@southernco.com] 

Sent: Monday, October 06, 2008 9:15 AM

To: Paul Sorenson

Subject: FW: NITS Application concept - conference call suggestion

Paul,

A poor man’s prototyping…

Gregory W. Gilbert

Southern Company Transmission

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

From: Wood, James T. 

Sent: Monday, October 06, 2008 9:07 AM

To: Gilbert, Greg W.

Subject: RE: NITS Application concept - conference call suggestion

Might want to send Paul the Excel Workbook. Never got the chance to present it to the group. We were more involved in getting the data elements down in the last two meeting.

JT 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

  From: Gilbert, Greg W. 

  Sent: Monday, October 06, 2008 9:00 AM

  To: 'Paul Sorenson'; Wood, James T.

  Subject: RE: NITS Application concept - conference call suggestion

  Paul,

  I talked with JT and it seems the first opportunity will be Oct 10 with just you and I participating.

  I too need to pull my notes and thoughts back together after dealing with other project activities and hopefully the first of the week will allow for this and I can actually get my brain into a NAESB gear.

  I was wondering if by any chance OATI has already implemented a solution. If so, I am open to reviewing it as a starting point rather than start from the ground up. As a side note, the Excel Workbook JT presented was to represent the NITS as a status query. I agree with you that we need to determine the work flow for capturing the data.

  Anyway, I’ve blocked off 8-4 CDT on Oct 10 for a conference call to brainstorm ideas. Let me know what time to give you a call or if you need to wait until next week.

  Greg

  Gregory W. Gilbert

  Southern Company Transmission
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